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Global start-ups profile: One size fits all? 
ABSTRACT 
Our research aims to answer the research questions “How do we commonly describe the global 
start-ups profile as evidenced in prior inductive research?” and “Does this global start-ups profile can 
effectively explain phenomena in Australian global start-up firms?” We systematically review 29 
global start-ups (144 firms) qualitative articles to understand descriptive definitions of global-startup 
firms. We then triangulate this finding with an Australian high-tech firm. Our contribution is to form a 
descriptive profile of global start-up phenomenon and raise interesting issues that have potentially 
fruitful findings for both research and practice.  This profile might well be just a deviant from the 
traditional model that describes how firms establish their footprints, first in their domestic markets 
followed by moves into cross-border activities. Regardless, government agencies, consultants, and 
entrepreneurs need to understand the phenomenon. Thus we anticipate that this phenomenon will 
continue to provide interesting issues for pursuit, both by researchers as well as the practitioner 
community. 
 
Keywords: Global start-ups; Firm behaviors; profiling; Australia 
 
  
 
  
2 
 
Global start-ups profiling: One size fits all? 
INTRODUCTION  
The internationalization process of firms is a core issue in the field of international business.  
Recently, research in the area of International Entrepreneurship has become of increasingly popular 
academic interest which is strongly influenced by the conceptual integration of the disciplines of 
international business, entrepreneurship and strategic management (Zettinig & Benson-Rea, 2008).  
This phenomenon has given birth to similar concepts such as “born global firms”, “global start-ups” 
or “international new ventures”(e.g. Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Rialp, Rialp, & Knight, 2005) which 
are defined as ‘the discovery, enactment, evaluation and exploitation of opportunities across national 
borders to create future goods and services’(Oviatt & McDougall, 2004).   
Unlike traditional internationalization theory which describes the process as incremental in 
nature, these firms commence their business in global markets as global players (Zettinig & Benson-
Rea, 2008).  The strengthening interest in global start-up firms has not been accompanied by a 
concurrent strengthening of the theoretical models or the research paradigm in this subfield of 
international business strategy, as evidenced by multiple calls for greater theoretical specificity, more 
robust modeling, and better overall coherence in explanations of the phenomenon (Jones & Coviello, 
2005).  As a result, research in global start-ups has shifted from quantitative to qualitative 
investigations, as can be seen with nearly 40 qualitative case-based articles  appearing in the literature 
since 1993, the majority occurring within this decade.  Our research aims to answer the two main 
research questions, “RQ1: How do we commonly describe the global start-ups profile as evidenced in 
prior inductive research?” and “RQ2: Does this global start-ups profile can effectively explain a 
global start-up phenomena in an Australian firm?” 
Our paper firstly discusses current internationalization process frameworks (e.g. Cavusgil, 1980; 
Gabrielsson, Kirpalani, & Luostarinen, 2002; Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1999). Secondly, we 
explore RQ1 by synthesizing the global start-ups characteristics from previous meta-analytic papers 
of global start-ups as reported in 29 articles, a subset drawn from a larger group of 37 articles (144 
firms) in this area. Next, we examined RQ2 by introducing our focal case, a high-tech firm based in 
Sydney, Australia, and analyze the firm based on internationalization process frameworks and 
3 
 
findings from previous meta-analytic papers.  Lastly, the final sections provide lessons learned and a 
summary of our study, pose the issues raised by this research, and challenge the field to undertake a 
continuing expansion of our understanding of global start-ups. 
 
Internationalization process frameworks 
Initial attention to internationalization focused on multinational enterprises (MNEs) that were 
large well-established firms(Caves, 1996; Chandler, 1990).  An underlying assumption was that the 
MNEs were able to become international in scope because they had the size, resources, and 
experience to undertake the risk and investment.  The classic model of the globalized firm is that of 
the company having evolved through several stages, but usually four (Figure 1).  Dominant among the 
evolutionary models are the Uppsala Internationalization Model  or U-M (Andersen, 1993; Johanson 
& Vahlne, 1977; Johanson & Wiedersheim‐Paul, 1975), the Internationalization Innovation Model or 
I-M (Bilkey & Tesar, 1977; Cavusgil, 1980) ,and a recently developed model called the Finnish 
Model or F-M  (Gabrielsson et al., 2002).  
--------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 1 is about here 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
The Uppsala Model (U-M),  Of the three internationalization process models, the U-M is the 
more frequently used (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2003).  The model assumes the internationalization 
process is usually slow and incremental, taking place over a long period of time as the firm acquires 
experiential knowledge of the markets that it enters. Critical to these models is to first solidly establish 
the firm’s position in the home country.  In other words, the firm’s strategic, operational and 
organizational choices are honed in the home market.  Only then does the firm venture the risk of 
moving beyond the home market boundaries.   
The internationalization process incorporates both breadth and depth dimensions.  Initial moves 
into ‘foreign’ territory usually involve neighboring markets geographically speaking (Laanti, 
Gabrielsson, & Gabrielsson, 2007) or markets that are psychically near.  Initial entry into a 
neighboring or ‘psychically’ close market is typically followed by increasing commitment in that 
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market.  Later the firm can be expected to move from the close market to more distant markets with 
increasing commitments in each of the markets it addresses (Aharoni, 1966).  If addressing 
geographically close markets, the firm will normally then expand to the next nearest market, usually 
on the same continent, before venturing into markets on other continents.  Laanti et al. (2007) refers to 
this process as ‘…internationalization (which) refers to foreign expansion within the home 
continent…’ in contrast to ‘…globalization… defined to mean the spatial expression of the firm 
outside its home continent…’ (Laanti et al., 2007).  The U-M suggests that operational modes will 
develop incrementally into more committed modes as a result of organizational learning, a view that 
is also reflected in the I-M (Bilkey & Tesar, 1977; Cavusgil, 1984; Czinkota, 1982).  The firms in the 
empirical studies of the stages models are generally those operating in external environments or 
market conditions which are more stable in nature (Vissak, 2007). 
Traditional internationalization processes have been described as starting with ‘inward 
operations’ such as technology importing and then entering foreign markets using ‘outward modes’ 
such as exporting (Laanti et al., 2007).  Later firms ‘evolve into a co-operative stage’ in which they 
will cooperate with foreign firms such as R&D or in manufacturing (Korhonen, Luostarinen, & 
Welch, 1996).  Johanson and Mattson (1988)  note that the Uppsala network model contends that 
firms increasingly become part of networks during their internationalization process.  
In the U-M model, the firm appears in hindsight to have followed a deliberate ‘natural’ pattern 
that connects learning, reduction of risk and increasing internationalization. (See Figure 2 for a 
conceptual comparison of the evolutionary and BG models.) These evolutionary or ‘rings-in-the-
water’ models depict the firm as internationalizing in a gradual manner. The process often appears 
deliberate, rational and planned.  The competitive advantage of the firm appears to be based on a 
‘more sophisticated knowledge’ base that the firm has acquired through experiential processes. 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 2 is about here 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
The stage, incremental, or ‘rings-in-the-water’ models dominated the literature regarding 
internationalization processes for more than two decades.  It has been describe as  
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… a process in which the enterprise gradually increases its international involvement.  This 
process evolves in the interplay between the development of knowledge about foreign 
markets and operations on one hand and increasing commitment of resources to foreign 
markets on the other (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977).   
In reviewing the literature after more than a decade, this scholarly duo concluded that there was 
extensive theoretical and empirical support for the model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990).  Similarly, 
Aaby and Slater (1989) reviewed the literature extensively and concluded that the existence of a 
gradual development process of internationalization was ‘one of the few solid conclusions in the 
international marketing research’ (Moen & Servais, 2002).  It has been noted that ‘… overall the 
[Uppsala] model has gained strong support in studies of a wide spectrum of countries and situations.  
The empirical research confirms that commitment and experience are important factors explaining 
international business behavior (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990). 
 
Innovation Related Model (I-M),  Similar in several respects to the U-M Model is the 
Internationalization Innovation Model (I-M).  The I-M is also incremental in nature and related to the 
firm’s experiential learning (Morgan & Katsikeas, 1997; Vissak, 2007).  Common elements of the 
models include incrementalism, experiential learning as facilitating the process, and uncertainty with 
regard to the internationalization decision.  However, the I-M considers dimensions not included in 
the U-M including other firms, government agencies, top managers, the companies’ competitive 
advantages and general economic conditions (Bilkey & Tesar, 1977; Vissak, 2007).  
 
The Finnish Model (F-M), In reviewing these classic models, Vissak (2007) identifies a third 
model, the ‘Finnish model’, as developed by Gabrielsson et al. (2002).  The model views 
internationalization as the innovation and places emphasis on spatial distance, i.e., the model depicts 
firms as entering the closest country and then seeking out more distant markets as they gain 
confidence.  The firms may also change entry modes, for example moving from marketing activities 
to establishing foreign subsidiaries (Welch & Luostarinen, 1993)  especially, in closer markets 
(Nieminen, Larimo, & Springer, 2002).  The authors in this stream also recognize inward 
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internationalization such as imports and inward Foreign Direct Investment (FDI).  These activities 
might be precursors to or activities that follow outward internationalization such as exports or 
outward FDI (Korhonen et al., 1996).  Freeman, Edwards, and Schroder  (2006) observed outward 
internationalization followed by inward retreat occurring during times of economic constriction. 
 
Unfitting of internationalization process models for global start-ups 
During the late 1970s researchers began to note that the stage or gradual process models did not 
describe all firms’ experiences as some firms did not slowly build their way into international 
business (Andersson & Evangelista, 2006).  However  firms do not necessarily follow consistent 
patterns in internationalization and thus the previous internationalization process models 
oversimplified what was actually a complex process (Dichtl, Leibold, Köglmayr, & Müller, 1984).  
Some example cases can be seen such as the 13% of U.S. manufacturing companies initiating 
international activity during their first year (Brush, 1992).  Several authors (e.g. Fina & Rugman, 
1996; Rosson, 1984) criticized the internationalization process models as being too deterministic as 
some firms frequently skipped processes or stages (Oviatt & McDougall, 2004) or some firms in 
countries with small, isolated markets (e.g. New Zealand) were ready to globalize from inception 
(Gabrielsson & Manek Kirpalani, 2004).     
The discussion of born global phenomena actually appeared in the literature as early as the mid-
1970s with at least one example of a Swedish firm demonstrating that the phenomena may have 
occurred in the Nineteenth Century.  McDougall, Shane and Oviatt (1994) argued that monopolistic 
advantage theory, product cycle theory, internationalization stage theory, oligopolistic reaction theory 
and internationalization theory could not explain the phenomenon.  Thus, the concept of gradual 
involvement, as described in the original U-M and I-M, does not seem to be able to explain the export 
behavior of the Born Global firm at the time of the firm’s formation.  As a result, “the Born Global 
phenomenon presents an important new challenge to traditional internationalization theory”(Knight & 
Cavusgil, 1996) and the traditional models have “failed to provide an appropriate explanation for why 
International New Ventures compete internationally rather than just in home markets”(McDougall et 
al., 1994).    
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DESCRIBING THE GLOBAL START-UPS PROFILE (RQ1) 
The bulk of the observations about global start-ups dates from the 1990s when it is described as 
“a new phenomenon … (among) … many small and medium-sized companies … (with) … a 
globalization process that deviated from the mainstream of traditional internationalization 
process”(Laanti et al., 2007) and this phenomenon has  received public attention since the mid-1990s 
(Rennie, 1993). Hashai and Almor (2004) studied Israel-based knowledge-intensive firms and 
attempted to describe global start-up processes as following:  
- Initial exports to serve customers in psychically close foreign markets 
- Greenfield marketing subsidiaries in those markets 
- Mergers and acquisitions activity and/or creation of subsidiaries that a) provide value-adding 
activities and b) extend the firm into psychically distant foreign markets 
This study, along with other studies such as McDougall et al’s (1994) and Gabrielsson et al’s 
(2004), is important because it demonstrates staging, although not the traditional staging posed in the 
U-M, I-M and F-M.    
Many authors have noted that external environmental changes (such as product life cycles and 
regional trade agreements) have encouraged global start-ups and that the increasing evidence of ‘these 
deviations’ has challenged the traditional theories of internationalization (Moen & Servais, 2002; 
Oviatt & McDougall, 2004; Sharma & Blomstermo, 2003; Wolff & Pett, 2000).  However, these 
macro-environment changes impact social and economic systems broadly.  They do not satisfactorily 
explain why one company will follow the born global pathway while others from the same industry 
and under apparently similar circumstances will wait a decade or more before initiating international 
economic activity and others will remain totally domestic.  
Recently, Laanti et al. (2007) observed that past research focus on to what extent the global start-
up firms deviate from the conventional internationalization model.  Most of the research concludes 
that global start-up firms seem to deviate from the mainstream internationalization patterns (Wolff & 
Pett, 2000).  The deviations are so significant that existing internationalization theories may not 
explain them and entirely new theories are needed such as the “new venture internationalization 
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theory” (Vissak, 2007).   Traditional models are valid at least as complementary models but that they 
need to be modified or extended based on the new insights that are emerging (Wolff & Pett, 2000).  
Likewise, Aspelund, Madsen and Moen (2007) note that born global companies follow international 
marketing strategies that involve speed of the internationalization process, a niche rather than 
‘commodity’ focus, international intensity (fewer companies) rather than global diversity, market 
selection including the aspect of ‘psychic distance’, and entry mode decision (e.g. marketing, FDI).  
Further, general environmental impetus factors have encouraged the born global phenomena.  Finally, 
the performances of the firms are measured in terms of the firm’s export share, international growth 
and speed of internationalization.   
 
  Methods,  Due to the complexity of born global phenomena, many researchers have shifted 
their research from quantitative survey to qualitative case study to explain born global behaviors.  
Qualitative approaches allow researchers to understand more in-depth, on the firm level, how and why 
the company(s) internationalized so early (Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2003). 
We thus identified 40 articles that used a qualitative empirical approach to gathering and 
analyzing data about global start-ups through to year-end 2008. Of the original 40 articles identified in 
this search, 31 articles1 were selected for inclusion in this sample set. The nine articles not used for 
this analysis, though qualitative in nature, provided empirical data only at an aggregate level and were 
thus excluded.  The remaining 31 articles gave firm-specific data in the article.  The 31 articles (1992-
2008) represented a total of 153 cases.  Following guidance provided by Denyer and Tranfield (2006), 
Bushe and Kassam (2005) and Kamhawi and Weaver (2003), our paper synthesizes the qualitative 
case-based global start-up literature.  The analysis was undertaken with the aim of drawing out the 
recurring themes and extending our understanding of the phenomenon.   This process can identify 
previously unknown factors that help explain the wide variety of findings that often arise in research 
streams centered on broad constructs (Crook, Ketchen, Combs, & Todd, 2008).     
The synthesization of literature is not our main objective of this paper. However, it is a 
preliminary and complementary step to further understand global start-ups. We briefly discuss the 
                                                          
1 Due to space limitation, a full reference list can be requested through email. 
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preliminary observations as follow.  Most of literatures have sought to delineate the characteristics of 
global start-ups, often in comparison to the other internationalization models.  Reported 
characteristics of global start-ups occur at the context (home and current offshore markets), company 
(product, firm, and management), and inter-firm/firm-individual (i.e. networks) levels.  Among the 
most usual are the following: 
- The initial international activity is exporting 
- The firms have been described as nimble and responsive  
- The founder/senior management has a global vision from the onset 
- The firm makes heavy use of electronic communication modes (e.g. e-mail, websites) 
- The company is involved from the onset in networks 
More than half of the cases (58%) focused on firms originating in two geographic areas: 
Australia and New Zealand (45 cases or 31%), and the Scandinavian countries (39 cases or 27%), all 
generally considered small and open economies.  Though some researchers have explored the global 
start-ups in the United States, these have tended to be fewer in number.  The lack of studies in large 
countries, such as the U.S., may be due in part to the effects of home market size on born global 
strategy formation. By far the preponderance of cases focused on companies involved in software 
(29%), biotechnology/nanotechnology (12%), and medical devices or hospital equipment (10%).  The 
foci of multiple authors were high-tech hardware/software systems design, consulting or design 
services (e.g. CAD, IT), high-tech manufacturing, and food-related products/import/export.  We also 
found that United States (24%), England (20%) and Germany (11%) were the top three country 
targets for initial cross-border activity undertaken by the global start-up firms.   
Findings from past qualitative data,  An initial description of global start-ups is defined in past 
research as years of international activity.  Most (93%) of past research classified the global start-up 
firms that had internationalized activities within their first three years.  Most (59%) of global start-up 
firms were classified as micro to small sizes, with 1-50 employees and up to $5M turnover.  Of 134 
cases, we found that most (74%) of global start-up firms were in a high-technology industry.  The 
global start-up firms are mostly originated in top three countries which were Australia (26%), Sweden 
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(15%) and United States (12%), the rest of global start-up firms are spread in  small and open 
economic countries (e.g. Denmark, Germany and Israel).  The top five country targets for 
internationalization were United States (24%), England (20%), Germany (11)%, Australia and Japan 
(7%). 
EXPLAINING THE PHENOMENA IN AN AUSTRALIAN FIRM (RQ2) 
Our aim is to illustrate the application of emerging global start-up profile, based on systematic 
examination of 144 cases.  We aim to discuss to what extend the global-startup profile evidenced in 
prior inductive approach match with our focal high-technology Australian firm. To provide greater in 
depth understanding of the global start-ups, our paper examines the first two to three years2 of Snow 
Sports Interactive (SSI), an Australian-based firm formally initiated in May 2005.  In the next sections 
we first summarize SSI’s history and critical milestones and then compare SSI to the global start-up 
characteristics identified in the current literature.     
Company history,  In May 2005 Snow Sports Interactive (SSI) Pty Ltd was legally born as a 
private company in Brisbane, Australia.  The formal documents designated Steve Kenny as CEO and 
Shubber Ali as Chairman.  SSI technology could locate people and assets at any ski resort in the world 
where the company’s technology was installed. During 2005-2006, the company was in the process of 
product development.  The whispar™ system came into operation on June 9th 2006. Through 
whispar™, SSI provided Wi-Fi (802.11 b and g) services, enabling ski resort owners and operators, 
shop owners, employees and resort guests access to the Internet via a wireless Local Area Network 
(wLAN) which covered a substantial section of the resort village and mountain. 
Explaining SSI through global start-up profile evidenced in prior inductive cases, In our 
synthesis review of global start-up literatures, we found using the age of the firm, generally three 
years, at the time of its first cross-border activity to be the initial definition for global start-ups.  
During early 2007 the firm set up an alliance with Telus, Canada’s second largest telecommunications 
company and the largest in western Canada. Headquartered in Vancouver, British Columbia. Telus 
                                                          
2 Time period depending on whether one defines the firm as beginning at the time of formal incorporation or 
earlier. 
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provided a range of communications products and services including data, internet protocol (IP) 
services, voice, entertainment and video.   
As we mentioned earlier, more than half of the qualitative cases (60%) focused on firms 
originating in two geographic areas: Australia and New Zealand, and the Scandinavian countries.  SSI 
set up a original office at the Mt. Buller Alpine Resort, Melbourne, Australia in order to develop and 
trial two SSI prototyping services–the tracking technology and also wireless Internet sales.  As a 
result, SSI’s context is similar to that identified in the global start-up reviews.  Australia, SSI’s home 
market, is a small open economy, a context from which most of the companies for global start-up 
research to date have been drawn.  SSI’s situation of confronting a small market in which the 
company could not attain traction either through scope or scale was exacerbated by the paucity of 
Australian skiing opportunities and the country’s lack of reputation in the skiing industry. Thus, SSI 
set up the business in Canada as wireless telecommunications services were more extant than ‘down 
under’.    
 
LESSON LEARNED AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
Most of the global start-up research to date has focused on why and how the small firms have 
internationalized (Gassmann & Keupp, 2007).  Only recently has research begun to question what 
aspects of the global start-up profile contribute to success as measured by profitability outcomes 
(Gleason & Wiggenhorn, 2007).  Certainly the deficiency in our understanding must necessarily be 
met with cross-sectional research involving larger samples.  However, it is incumbent on the set of 
researchers who have undertaken case analysis research to date to track the firms on a longitudinal 
basis.  Tracking the case study firms will be difficult.  As is generally true with small newer firms, the 
global start-ups are subject to high risk of failure.  Further, the global start-ups have significantly 
increased risk by moving so aggressively into the international arena.  Certainly the SSI case raises 
the issue of which of the company’s resources are critical to success and failure.  This set of 
researchers is committed to tracking the company over the long term.  However, the SSI case 
exemplifies some of the challenges of understanding the relationship between resources and 
performance.   
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Further, most global start-ups studies to date are focused intra-country. Yet evidence indicates 
that there are significant differences across countries in terms of the proportion of internationalized 
companies that are global start-ups3.  The identified exceptions that have undertaken cross-country 
investigations are:  
- Israel and Finland (Gabrielsson & Manek Kirpalani, 2004) 
- Sweden and Australia (Andersson & Evangelista, 2006) 
- Finland, Iceland, and Norway (Bell, 1997)   
Whether there are significant inter-country differences in terms of other aspects of the firms is 
largely unknown.  However, comparing the SSI case to the Chinese firms studied by Zhou and 
colleagues (2007), for example, suggests that in some countries or contexts firms might undertake the 
global start-ups challenge without the benefit of extensive guanxi (i.e. a priori informal networks).  
How much impact these potential ‘deficiencies’ have on the long-term viability and success of the 
global start-ups across countries is unknown. 
Additionally, studies to date have focused largely on manufacturers who export.  In an unusually 
detailed case study, the niche-oriented Austrian retail company Blue Tomato is an unusual exception 
(Foscht, Swoboda, & Morschett, 2006).  The authors of the article at hand were unable to find studies 
including, for example, restaurants or other service firms.  There are a few studies of software firms 
(Bell, 1997) and Internet-based firms (Moen & Servais, 2002). The SSI represents a high-tech firm 
within the recreational industry.  Thus, cross-sector studies are needed, both in terms of identifying 
the proportion of companies that are part of the global start-ups phenomenon and understanding the 
facilitating and impeding factors across industry sectors. 
Moreover, connections of the global start-ups phenomenon with issues and conceptual 
development in other disciplines and sub-disciplines are important.  Gleason and Wiggenhorn (2007) 
made a first attempt at investigating the perceived market performance of global start-ups, i.e. the use 
of concepts from the field of finance.  Network perspectives have been frequently used (e.g. Zhou et 
al., 2007).  However, a number of other perspectives offer potential.  For example, one of the macro-
                                                          
3 For example, see study of the Mittelsand by McDonald et al., 2003 in which the authors could essentially not find BGs in Germany without 
significant loosening of the definitional parameters of time and per cent of international activities 
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environment parameters that appear to be encouraging the global start-ups phenomenon is shrinking 
product life cycles.   Further, many global start-ups identified to date can be characterized as high tech 
firms from whom time to market is often a critical factor.  Concepts such as Time-Based Competition 
(Harvey & Griffith, 2007) might well augment our understanding of why start-ups internationalize so 
rapidly and the skills and resources they need to compete successfully. 
Last, there is no over-arching paradigm/model extant in the literature.  Universally acknowledged 
is the macro-environmental changes that have encouraged the formation of the global start-ups 
formation rarely observed before 1980.  Clearly, a comprehensive model will require the inclusion of 
multiple levels including macro-environment, context (home and foreign markets), firm (product, 
firm, management) as well as inter-organizational and organization/individual dimensions.  Further, 
such a model will necessarily have to consider the evolutionary processes that the global start-ups 
confront. Thus, theoretical development, interactive with both large scale sample and qualitative 
empirical studies, will continue to be needed. 
 
CONCLUSION 
In short, the SSI case study evidences many of the dimensions identified in the literature.  
However, one aspect of SSI that has received little or no attention in extant literature is the impact of 
venture capital expectations for rapid revenue generation and high returns on the investment.  These 
demands could lead to ‘pulling the plug’ (i.e. ceasing operations) prematurely or changes in 
ownership (e.g. sale of the company to a larger firm).   These dimensions suggest issues ripe for 
research.  The current paper adds to our expanding knowledge of the phenomena of global start-ups.  
However, again, while our observations are not definitive, they certainly urge continuing and 
expanded investigation.   
The intent of the synthesizing qualitative cases was to provide responses to questions about the 
phenomenon based on the data from the samples (though small) on which researchers to date have 
chosen to focus.  Small samples are often questioned with regard to reliability or replicability and also 
generalizability. We thus also attempted to illustrate the application by linking our focal high-tech 
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firm.  Our descriptive profile of global start-ups contributes to small business literature by raising 
interesting issues that have potentially fruitful findings for both research and practice.    
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Figure 1. Simplified Schematic of the Traditional Internationalization Process 
 
 
Figure 2. Simplified Schematic of the Global Start-ups Process 
 
 
 
